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Abstract
We describe a strategic pre-kindergarten–grade 16 (P–16) initiative by the fifth-largest 
land-grant university system in the United States designed to improve statewide 
recruitment, training, hiring, and retention of elementary and secondary teachers. 
This effort, referred to as the Regents’ Initiative for Excellence in Education, engaged 
parallel implementation among nine university system institutions in partnership with 
community colleges and public schools statewide. The extensive partnerships that were 
established, which were reported to be successful even in the highly decentralized system, 
led to a 50 percent increase in production of trained teachers over a five-year period, 
including teachers in high-need fields.
Introduction
Teacher quality remains a critical issue for public schools. Pointing to the growing 
research base that indicates that a quality teacher is the “single most influential 
determinant of student academic success, outside of home and family” (p. 1), Coble and 
Piscatelli (2002) called for policymakers to address ways to provide schools that serve 
kindergarten–grade 12 (K–12) with the best possible teachers. However, gaps between 
what was being addressed in higher education teacher preparation programs and what 
was needed in K–12 classrooms at times did not converge. To create better alignment 
in this overarching educational system, the Education Commission of the States 
(ECS) (2007) described several policy strategies designed to improve teacher quality 
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6through effecting the preparation of teacher candidates. ECS listed the following policy 
recommendations as being the best-supported by research:
•  Ensure teacher preparation programs address state K–12 student standards and 
school performance expectations as a central focus of their curricula.
•  Increase cooperation between postsecondary education and the K–12 system to 
align teacher preparation with K–12 standards.
•  Within postsecondary education, increase the cooperation between the college of 
arts and sciences and college of education.
•  Promote the development of beginning teacher support and induction programs. (p. 1) 
Because of teacher quality issues, as well as the necessity of preparing an increasingly diverse 
group of K–12 students for higher education, a systemic governing structure that provides 
“a seamless education” (Education Commission of the States, 2000, p. 1) has come to the 
forefront. Twenty-one states began implementing this systemic initiative — often called 
kindergarten–grade 16 (K–16), prekindergarten–grade 16 (P–16), or prekindergarten–
grade 20 (P–20) — in the 1990s. 
Texas’ initial efforts to organize these types of educational initiatives varied by 
university system (Education Commission of the States, 2000). The Texas A&M 
University System, one of the largest higher education systems in the state (and in the 
United States), initiated its P–16 efforts in 1996, when the A&M System chancellor 
and the Texas Education Agency commissioner of education jointly established the 
Partnership for Texas Public Schools (Holt, 2006). This partnership, which was 
established through a memorandum of understanding, created the first state-level P–16 
collaboration in Texas. As a result of this partnership, a Council of School Executives, 
cochaired by the chancellor and commissioner, was formed, consisting of leaders from 
the A&M System and public schools. After much study, this council recommended that 
the A&M System focus its P–16 efforts on the improvement of teacher education and the 
development of more meaningful partnerships with public schools in order to improve 
student achievement. The resultant Regents’ Initiative for Excellence in Education, 
adopted by the A&M System’s Board of Regents in 1999, created a system-wide reform 
effort to impact the quantity and preparation of teacher candidates produced.
This case study focuses on the Regents’ Initiative and describes the research on 
school-university partnerships that is relevant to a system-wide effort designed to 
measurably increase the quantity and improve the preparation of teacher candidates 
produced. The history and components of the Regents’ Initiative will be described, 
followed by the quantitative results of this five-year effort and the post-hoc qualitative 
analysis of promising practices. Finally, implications of this study as well as future 
research possibilities that emerged from this case study will be offered. 
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7Research Questions
1) What successes and challenges will result from a school-university partnership aimed 
at increasing statewide teacher supply? 2) What similarities and differences exist between 
the literature and the case study under examination? 3) What can be learned from the 
efforts outlined in this case study? 
Method
A mixed method descriptive case study research approach was undertaken (Patton, 2002; 
Yin, 2003) to describe the outcomes of a large-system school-university partnership 
intervention. Document analysis and publicly available databases were used to determine 
pre-/post- differences. Increases and decreases in variables associated with teacher supply 
were assessed, and quality (as measured by teacher candidate pass rates on the state 
licensure examination) was explored. Qualitative description was utilized to elaborate 
upon practices undertaken in support of the school-university partnership model that 
was central to the overall effort. An overview of study findings is presented below.
Review of the Literature
An effort by the Texas A&M University System — a land grant university system — 
to align nine system universities in partnerships with public schools and community 
colleges toward increasing teacher recruitment, training, hiring, and retention in order to 
address teacher shortages in the State of Texas is the focus of this study. A vital element in 
the assessment of the potential for partnership development between schools and higher 
education institutions is the examination of previous school-university partnerships, their 
successes, and challenges (Peel, Peel, & Baker, 2002; Teitel, 1994; Tushnet, 1996. 
 
Theoretical Perspective 
The successful implementation of partnerships between public schools and higher 
education institutions is reliant on the successful navigation of substantial organizational 
differences in the partnering organizations. Without an understanding of how these 
different types of organizations operate, key stakeholders may ignore pertinent signs that 
describe the partnership’s impact.
House (1991) presented a MESO theory of organizational behavior that analyzed 
how “power distributions and the exercise of power within complex organizations 
vary systemically as a function of environment, organizational form, and personal 
characteristics of organizational members” (p. 23). His discussion of two types of 
organizations (mechanistic and organic) has enough similarities to be comparable to 
public schools and higher education institutions, respectively (Table 1). 
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8Table 1
Major Attributes and Processes of Organic and Mechanistic Organizations Based on 
House’s MESO Theory of Organizational Behavior 
Mechanistic organization Organic organization
Independent Variables
Environment • Stable
• Predictable
• Unstable
• Unpredictable
Structural Forms •  Bureaucratic: high specialization, 
standardization, formalization
• Hierarchical status stratification
• Relatively closed to environment
•  Nonbureaucratic: nonspecialized, 
nonstandardized, informal
• Low status stratification
• Open to environment
Norms • Obedience
• Conformity
• Conservatism
• Respect for authority
• Loyalty
• Maintenance of status quo
• Trust
• Collaboration
• Openness
• Respect for expertise
• Egalitarianism
• Responsiveness to change
Processes • Influence by authority
• Vertical communication
• Adherence to chain of command
• Internal promotion
• Influence by expertise
• Multidirectional communication
• Informal reporting relationships
• Internal and external promotion
Task 
Characteristics
• Pooled or serial interdependence 
• Controlled through formalization
• Reciprocally interdependent 
•  Coordination controlled through mutual 
influence
Motivational 
Properties
• Arouses need for power
•  Constrains expression of individual 
differences
•  Predominant reliance on extrinsic 
motivators
•  Arouses needs for achievement and 
affiliation
•  Permits expression of individual differences
•  Reliance on extrinsic and intrinsic 
motivators
Coupling • Tight vertical coupling
•  Loose horizontal coupling  
(self-contained subunits)
• Loose vertical coupling
•  Tight horizontal coupling (reciprocally 
interdependent subunits)
Demographics •  Organizational specific experience
•  Low variance in personality 
characteristics
• “Local” orientation
• Generable experience
•  Moderate to high variance in personality 
characteristics
• “Cosmopolitan” orientation
Boundary 
Spanning
• Formalized
•  Concentrated in specialized units
• Reports to top management
• Reports on codified problems
• Reports to established schedule
• Spanners have low influence
• Nonformalized
•  Dispersed vertically and horizontally
• Reports to all levels
•  Reports on both codified & ad hoc problems
•  Reports as problems/events occur
• Spanners have high influence
Decision Making • Reliance on authority
•  Reliance on standard operating procedures
• Reliance on expertise
• Reliance on persuasion
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Performance 
Outcomes
• Predictability
• Low behavior variances
• Order
• Control
• Efficiency
• Adaptability
• High behavior variances
• Spontaneity
• Creativity and innovation
•  Less efficient due to slack and loose 
coupling
Power Arenas • Infrequent influence attempts
•  Protests based on collective action
•  Political behavior concentrated in areas 
of uncertainty
• Political issues well defined
• Direct confrontation
•  Abuse of power through authoritarian 
behavior
• Frequent influence attempts
•  Protests based on individual action
•  Political behavior occurs throughout the 
organization
• Political issues not well defined
•  Subtle persuasion and negotiation
•  Abuse of power through Machiavellian 
behavior
Adjustment 
to External 
Demands
•  External threat results in prolonged 
debate, disagreement, and conflict
• Stable power distributions
•  Response to external threat dealt with by 
formal practices
•  External threat results in shorter debate, 
disagreement, and conflict
• Less stable power distributions
•  Response to external threat by 
reallocation of resource
Based on these attributes, House’s (1991) theory provides two propositions in relation to 
boundary spanning activities in organizations that are especially pertinent to this case study:
•  “Boundary spanners in organic organizations tend to have more power 
than boundary spanners in mechanistic organizations” (p. 38);
•  “The boundary spanning function tends to be formalized and 
concentrated at the top in mechanistic organizations, whereas in organic 
organizations it tends to be less formal and is distributed both vertically 
and horizontally throughout the organization” (p. 38).
These descriptions of the different organizational attributes as well as the propositions 
concerning boundary spanning provide appropriate information so that stakeholders can 
better analyze the inherent challenges in creating a public school-university partnership. 
By focusing on the structural and behavior variables supplied by House (1991), 
stakeholders can have a better understanding of the critical issues related to the formation 
and maintenance of successful school-university partnerships, especially in systemic 
efforts such as the Regents’ Initiative.
Beginning Points in Partnership Formation
Weick (1976) described education systems as being loosely coupled, with few variables in 
common or with shared variables that are weakly connected. He suggested that this loose 
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coupling promotes the idea of building blocks, which can be added to or deleted from 
an organization with little disturbance. Thus, partnerships in one sense can be viewed as 
these auxiliary blocks, since Teitel (1994) found that many partnerships between higher 
education institutions and schools begin on the fringes of both organizations, often 
involving the creation of a professional development school (PDS). 
The early period of collaboration in this type of partnership can be positive initially, 
but may lead to challenges if systemic organizational change is the ultimate goal. 
As emphasized by Teitel (1994), “Partnerships are easier to start on the margins of 
organizations, where the bending of rules necessary for innovation may be unnoticed or 
overlooked; yet any systemic changes must be integrated with and woven into the fabric 
of the entire institution” (p. 245). Darling-Hammond (1994) found that governments 
and private funders often encourage change at the institution’s margins instead of its 
core through providing support of “a plethora of small projects and demonstrations 
rather than on more coherent and substantial redesign. As a consequence of this 
project mentality, the most innovation-minded schools and schools of education are 
overwhelmed with innumerable (often temporarily funded) reform initiatives”  
(p. 25). Additionally, the relatively voluntary nature of partnerships may cause reliability 
and/or commitment problems (Acar & Robertson, 2004). In some cases, this initial 
development on the organizational fringes might be linked to leaders’ lack of interest in 
creating change within their organization (Teitel, 1994). 
According to some who have explored school-university partnerships, “conversations 
among leaders on both sides of potential partnerships may be more successful if the 
practices presented are considered in getting a clear plan of action formulated prior 
to establishing the partnership” (Peel, Peel, & Baker, 2002, p. 44). Because the term 
“partnership” can take on several variations and may suggest the achievement of certain 
outcomes (Firestone & Fisler, 2002), a thoughtful process of partnership formation 
takes on additional importance. Teitel (1994) recommended involvement of high-level 
administration and representatives of important constituent groups surrounding both 
institutions, as well as seeking input of the entire faculty of the school and college. Thus, 
educational partnerships need to be approached with an emphasis on the development 
of relationships in the same manner as that of any well-run organization in the public 
or private sectors, whereby stakeholders collaborate in the development of policies and 
practices (Gayton, 1997). 
Well-designed and implemented school-university partnerships can lead to 
movement in a positive direction toward change benefiting both sets of stakeholders 
(Gayton, 1997). Ross (1995) noted that a partnership needs to involve sufficient 
agreement between teachers and university faculty “about the validity of constructivist 
conceptions of teaching and learning to make joint action possible. At the same time, 
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there was enough difference in what they had to offer to make collaboration worthwhile” 
(p. 198). In analyzing four case studies focused on school-university partnerships, Ross 
(1995) identified four factors that stood out in determining the success of partnerships: 
shared beliefs and mutual respect for overlapping competencies, a facilitative school 
history, small ongoing grants from external agencies, and vigorous leadership. Obstacles 
included the small number of people involved in the PDS effort, cultural differences 
between the two organizations, the university’s reward structure, conflict with outside 
agencies, the weakness of PDS networks, and the ravages of time. 
Establishing partnerships to foster systemic change at the core of an organization’s 
mission entails a more strategic effort to involve, inform, influence, and incentivize 
stakeholders. In studying the challenges in reforming educational leadership preparation 
programs, Young, Petersen, and Short (2002) explained, “It is our position that key to 
the success of any effort to positively and substantially change the preparation of school 
and school-system leaders is a commitment among stakeholders to finding common 
ground and working interdependently toward realization of mutually agreed-upon goals” 
(p. 140). To create this common ground, Young et al. (2002) described eight factors that 
they believe are necessary for causing this type of systemic change: institutional support 
of the program, faculty professional development, increased numbers of preparation 
programs, creation of a pool of capable and diverse applicants, ongoing program 
enhancement, program content, involvement in licensure and accreditation, and focus of 
the profession.
Leadership in Partnerships
Multiple authors (Bullough & Kauchak, 1997; Edens, Shirley, & Toner, 2001; Firestone 
& Fisler, 2002; Ross, 1995) emphasized the importance of ongoing leadership in the 
development and maintenance of school-university partnerships. Edens, Shirley, and 
Toner (2001) observed that a premature departure from central decision-making by top 
leadership diminishes the likelihood of school-university partnership success. According 
to Bullough and Kauchak (1997), ongoing representation by top school and university 
leaders is important to balancing information sharing and investment. In one case, a 
divestment in time and energy spent by a school representative was diminished, leading 
to a more dominant role on the part of the university. This imbalance leads to partnership 
misalignment and perceptions that the efforts are initiated singly, as opposed to joint 
efforts between the school and university. In such cases, leadership disequilibrium leads to 
insufficient formation of goals, unbalanced communication, and unequal responsibility. 
In a study of the unique culture operating within higher education institutions, 
Birnbaum (1988) described these types of organizations as loosely coupled systems 
whose members often are more influenced by social exchange and symbolic leadership, 
Martin, Egan, McWilliams, Wilson, Holt, & Reaves 
12
instead of traditional management strategies. Because of these inherent qualities in higher 
education institutions, stakeholders who are interested in forming school-university 
partnerships need to pay regular and close attention to cultivating the active support of 
higher education leaders who work at various levels within the institution. 
Young et al. (2002) pointed to the importance of multiple leaders within the 
university setting in creating systemic reform of university educational leadership 
programs. These researchers emphasized the need for department chairs to focus 
on building connections between preparation programs, the college, and the larger 
university community. The principle aim of such efforts is the establishment of a 
broad-based stakeholder learning community. Young et al. (2002) stressed that college 
deans play an important role in the reform by developing standards and policies to 
provide the environment for the creation of a restructured program of excellence in 
teaching, research, and professional services. The dean also serves as liaison between 
the academic departments; the university; neighboring institutions; and state, national, 
and professional organizations. Furthermore, the dean is responsible for fostering 
conversations with stakeholders who are external to the university in order to increase 
the recognition and valuing of the preparation program’s dual purposes — preparation 
of practitioners as well as research. The researchers also argued that the university top 
leader’s role is to support the initiative through various means, including supporting 
faculty who have a practical orientation, more collaboration, focused student advising, 
applied action research, and internships. The practitioner’s leadership role is to assist in 
program development, student recruitment and selection, course delivery, mentoring, 
internship support, and student evaluation. 
The concept of distributed leadership among various organizational members at 
different levels in the organization (as opposed to leadership being concentrated only in 
those members who hold hierarchical positions) has been described in recent literature. 
Firestone and Fisler (2002) found this distributed leadership paradigm could prove 
problematic in the maintenance of partnerships: “The problem raised by the distributed 
leadership perspective is from where transactional and transformation leadership should 
come and how they can be spread over various positions, particularly where micropolitics 
dominates and shared goals cannot be assumed” (p. 455). The researchers asserted that 
without a common and shared understanding of the various facets of the partnership 
by the top leaders of partnering organizations, distributed leadership can evolve into 
dispersed leadership; the change to the dispersed leadership style can plunge the 
partnering organizations into chaos, conflict, and isolation.
In addition to looking at the site-level implementation, the impact of partnerships 
can be viewed through the policy lens of a central coordinating organization, such as 
school district central offices. In looking at the roles of frontline and senior central office 
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leaders in supporting school-community partnerships in one school district, Honig 
(2003) identified a disconnection between policy and practice. Implementation of 
collaborative education policy happens most often at the school level because building 
administrators understand the day-to-day needs. Central office administrators often lack 
this information, even though they are asked to allocate resources and build central office 
policy to support partnerships. Honig found that frontline central office administrators 
who most recently have been in the field often have strong site knowledge and ties, 
but limited system knowledge and ties for policy formation. Senior central office 
administrators had the opposite knowledge; instead, they had systems knowledge and 
ties to authority to create new tools to develop policy, but limited site knowledge and ties 
to guide policy development. Honig suggested strengthening coordination between the 
senior central office administrators and frontline central office administrators in order to 
ground district policy in ongoing practice.
Formation of Partnerships and Establishment of Practices
The quality of how the partnership is put together may have a direct influence on what 
each of the participating parties may learn. McClintock (2001) stated, “The success of 
integrating research and practitioner-based knowledge is influenced by organizational 
structures and management practices in relation to boundary spanning across field and 
classroom teaching, academic discipline and units, and campus-community borders” 
(p. 354). The importance of creating these organizational structures and practices can 
be linked to a thoughtful effort in which partners deal with cultural clashes between 
higher education and public schools so as not to doom the partnership (Ross, 1995). 
Misunderstandings among organizational members often are due to differences in 
ways of knowing (disciplined inquiry vs. knowing through custom and practice) and 
approaches to problem-solving.
To accomplish this cross-organizational effort, Teitel (1994) identified a six-step 
process in forming partnerships: (1) A decision to collaborate, (2) establishment of 
who will be involved, (3) identification and selection of partners, (4) a definition and 
negotiation about the extent of the collaboration, (5) creation of inter-organizational 
structures, and (6) assessment and reassessment as to whether the partnership is 
meeting the needs of all participants. Teitel found the original recruitment of partnering 
organizations (prior to the partnership formation) is often haphazard and not strategic. 
He suggested identifying and using selection factors, such as common goals or vision, 
history, geography, sense of trustworthiness, relationship status, and the potential 
partner’s expertise. Furthermore, questions concerning systemic change often were 
omitted from this identification process, even though the scope of the relationship can 
determine the extent to which partnerships can bring about systemic change. According 
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to Teitel, “Partners or potential partners rarely discuss clearly their own institutional goals 
and the ways in which they hope their partner can help them reach them” (p. 250).
According to Peel and Walker (1995), essential aspects in the establishment of 
functional school-university partnerships include development of clear common goals, 
support of mutual trust and respect, maintenance of open communication, and ongoing 
clarification of shared responsibility by all stakeholders. The literature identifying effective 
and ineffective practices associated with school-university partnerships imply some 
basic “practices” characterizing more and less successful partnerships. Table 2 outlines 
the effective vs. ineffective practices associated with the establishment of partnerships 
identified in the literature. McClintock (2001) suggested that partnerships can be 
viewed through a matrix structure, in which “individuals from different work units are 
coordinated and linked around projects of varying duration and degree of formality to 
pursue goals that cut across the regular organizational boundaries” (p. 355). 
Table 2 
Elements of Effective and Ineffective School-University Partnerships: A Literature Overview
Effective Practices Ineffective Practices
Development of respect and trust between 
stakeholders
Cynicism and absence of outreach needed to 
maintain trust or to revitalize the breakdown of trust
Visionary leadership based on knowledge and needs Lack of shared vision and/or low vision clarity
Strong commitment to mutual interests Individual interests prevail and discussion of 
mutuality are artificial — lacking clarity and focus
Willingness to promote change Resistance to change is unaddressed leading to lack of 
change or relapse into prior behaviors
Flexibility in managing and coping with change Rigidity and emphasis on the reinforcement of  
past policies over the need to adjust system to meet 
current goals
Open and ongoing communication Communication breakdowns are unaddressed or 
resolved inadequately
Partners strive toward constructive collaborative 
climate 
Competitive approach to conflict is utilized with 
little or no responsibility taken when individual 
institutional interests are fostered over shared interests
Stable and detail-oriented project leadership General concepts or ideas remain unrefined and 
unworkable and leadership is handed off from 
centralized leadership to lower levels
Adequate financial support Mutual financial needs are not appropriately 
addressed
Acknowledgment of collaboration successes Minimization of success and/or self-focused responses 
to collective achievements identified
Reward and recognition system aligned  
with mutual interests
Reward system is overlooked with regard to the 
partnership, or rewards for collaboration are not 
included
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The distinctive feature of a matrix is simultaneous membership in multiple (usually two) 
organizational workgroups, such as a permanent assignment in a department that is part 
of a standard vertical organizational structure and then an assignment as part of a cross-
cutting project team. McClintock explained that the driving forces for this type of lateral 
coordination include cost containment, academic quality and innovation, and revenue 
enhancement in an increasingly competitive environment that is often uncertain; however, 
the matrix structure has fallen out of favor because it can be costly to maintain and requires 
careful attention to human resource issues and conflict resolution. Furthermore, work 
groups within a matrix rely on and negotiate goals, resources, and schedules from several 
sources, which add additional stress as well as resultant support needs. 
Using the matrix structure as a guidepost, another focus of a systemic partnership 
can be separate departments within a single organization. Smylie and Kahne (1997) 
stated, “…a teacher education faculty is often not well connected to the work of other 
education faculty or to faculty in related disciplines who do produce original theory and 
research of potential utility” (p. 360). Thus, boundary-spanning in a loosely coupled 
system can be focused on interactions with a colleague in a different college as well as a 
practitioner in a public school or community college. This inter- and intra-organizational 
collaboration might assist teacher preparation faculty in bridging perceived gaps between 
research and practice. Through their research, Smylie and Kahne (1997) described, “The 
rejection of research by teachers and teacher educators may reflect a realistic assessment 
of the weaknesses embedded in efforts to formulate knowledge about, and apply specific 
findings to, contextually complex, action-oriented settings — settings that practitioners 
believe they know better than scholars.” (p. 365). 
Professional Development to Support the School-University Partnerships
To focus the efforts of the multiple stakeholders in a reform effort, Young et al. (2002) 
stressed the need for professional growth opportunities that support program changes. 
These opportunities can include development of and participation in partnerships with 
schools and opportunities for faculty members to share experiences in implementing 
program changes with colleagues from others universities. McClintock noted that 
the “educational value and ultimate success of mental and organizational boundary 
spanning depends upon it being intellectually compelling for faculty” (p. 356); the 
managerial challenge becomes establishing incentives and fostering an organizational 
culture that encourages exploration of new forms of knowledge and learning. However, 
partnering organizations may face coordination issues when trying to offer professional 
development opportunities. Acar and Robertson (2004) pointed to training issues created 
by differences in the time structure and other resources available at the two educational 
institutions. Additionally, the challenge of training can be compounded with frequent 
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changes in personnel who are involved in the partnership; however, this paper’s authors 
would suggest that these frequent personnel changes make the need for additional 
training non-negotiable. Professional development also could strengthen weaknesses in 
PDS networks. Ross (1995) noted that PDSs that were part of his study were inward 
looking. Once the partnership was established, little energy was expended on external 
linkages; thus, benefits of network membership were not being realized. 
Collection of Data about the Partnership
The collection of data related to the partnership also emerged as a key concept.  
Young et al. (2002) stressed that data collection is crucial in a large reform effort, in 
that data can be used to base decisions about programmatic enhancement efforts. Acar 
and Robertson (2004) placed the need for data (such as information on the partnership 
activities and/or performance) as the most significant accountability challenge 
in measuring the worth of partnerships. They identified four distinct but related 
components in the area of accountability:
•  Personnel constraints in documenting and monitoring various 
partnership activities as well as collecting, analyzing, and evaluating 
relevant information and data from partnerships.
•  The availability of adequate monetary resources to gather and analyze 
information on partnerships.
•  Measurability restraints in the evaluation of partnerships due to the 
multiplicity of issues addressed.
•  Difficulty in the flow of timely, regular, and/or adequate information 
about the partnership at the local district.
Young et al. (2002) identified other practices that could be considered as part of systemic 
partnerships related to reform of educational administration preparation programs. The 
researchers called for the creation of systematic recruitment efforts in order to create a pool 
of capable and diverse applicants for these preparation programs, including reaching out 
to public schools to identify and tap candidates. Additionally, these researchers identified 
changes in the education leadership department’s organizational structures to meet student 
needs and revisions in university faculty job descriptions to recognize work with public 
schools that was deemed critical in reforming educational leadership programs.
 
Financial Support for Partnerships
Multiple researchers (Acar & Robinson, 2004; Darling-Hammond, 1994; Ross, 1995; 
Teitel, 1994) indicated that having adequate resources to start, maintain, and inform 
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the partnership is critical to its success. Bullough and Kauchak (1997) stressed that 
universities and public schools face financial constraints due to the enormous size of 
each organization. Unless both entities are willing to pool their resources and work 
together in a collaborative manner, the partnership will most likely fail. This problem 
is especially true of educational partnerships in the rural southern United States, which 
has the highest rural poverty rate in the nation (Davis, Emery, & Lane, 1998). In most 
impoverished communities there is generally a feeling of isolation along with limited 
resources (Davis et al., 1998). Darling-Hammond (1994) reported that governments 
and funders often support projects that ultimately do not impact the institution’s core 
mission. Thus, innovative projects often received temporary funding, which does not  
lead to lasting change. Teitel (1994) also noted that these grants often are labor-intensive 
and don’t fit within the budget of either colleges or public schools. According to  
Wilcox (2002), partnerships tend to fail when the financial issues overshadow the 
impending remuneration. Teitel (1994) found, “A common concern among educators 
is fear that many grant-funded programs begin with great fanfare, get change underway, 
and then — as one college official expressed it — pull the plug and go on to some new 
concern” (p. 251). Ross (1995) noted that withdrawal of external funding had negative 
effects on teachers, often creating feelings of neglect, betrayal, and reduced self-esteem. 
Along with increasing resources, strategies to ensure continued financial support 
included institutional commitment to the partnership and the conscious development 
of a constituency involving both the university and school community (Teitel, 1994). 
Again, a vital need for successful partnerships includes realistic financial commitments 
from all stakeholders. 
As previously outlined, having the required financial support for the partnership 
is necessary for its ultimate success, especially if the partnership is aimed toward the 
creation of strategic change in one or both partnering organizations. Without adequate 
funding to support efforts, the partnership will be limited to the willingness of volunteers 
to devote any additional time toward the efforts. Thus, a partnership in this situation 
is more likely to be one in name only, instead of the systemic effort at a strategic 
partnership designed to change the organization that was described by Young et al. 
(2002) and was attempted in the aforementioned Regents’ Initiative.
Developmental Stages of Partnerships
In addition to considering school-university partnerships from the perspective of effective 
vs. ineffective practices, some researchers have explored school-university partnerships 
utilizing developmental stage models. Zetlan and Harris (1992) suggested that the 
following stages characterize the dynamics of a school-university partnership: 1) People 
are consumed with hostility; 2) there is a lack of trust as the partners build “mutual 
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confidence”; 3) there is a period of truce and equal participation; 4) mixed approval and 
short-term successes are recognized; 5) acceptance by both the school and university 
as they see the mutual benefits; 6) there is a time of regression due to attrition, faculty 
promotion, or lack of funding; 7) new members enter with new ideas that lead to 
renewal; and 8) there is a continuation of the collaborative effort. According to Peel et 
al. (2002) clear understanding of the stages identified above along with an operational 
understanding of the essential elements associated with school-university partnership 
success can lead to more effective implementation. 
Although the overall stage model presented by Zetlan and Harris (1992) is linear 
(suggesting that partnerships move consecutively from stages 1 to 8), the authors 
emphasized the important movement from stages 1 and 2 toward a more connected 
and clearly delineated partnership in later stages. Other researchers and practitioners 
have identified program design and program implementation as key elements in the 
development of school-university partnerships. According to Tushnet (1996), although 
the most committed stakeholders may be able to overcome poor program design and 
implementation, clear outlining and execution of these two elements is viewed to be 
paramount. Partnerships may begin slipping when necessary steps are not sufficiently 
clarified and acted upon prior to implementation (Peel & Walker, 1993). Pointing to the 
effect of time on partnerships, Ross (1995) stressed that PDSs needed to be continually 
recreated rather than continued. Changes in priority, policy, and personnel require new 
missions, theoretical frameworks, and operations.
Participation by Third Parties in Partnerships
Teitel (1994) described third parties, such as networks, as being especially effective 
in assisting PDS partnerships with the simultaneous renewal of schools and teacher 
education. Third parties can have an integral role by defining PDSs as vehicles that 
can be used for simultaneous renewal. In addition, third parties can keep issues of 
institutional change and institutionalization at the forefront of participants’ minds.
The researcher made two key recommendations related to third-party entities’ work 
with partnerships: (1) Acknowledge the tension between and challenges inherent in 
partnership formation and system change, and (2) look at the third party’s processes 
to determine how these may encourage marginalization and slow the change effort. 
For the first recommendation, Teitel encouraged third parties to provide forums and 
opportunities to share strategies in order to focus PDS work toward the organizations’ 
core missions. He also suggested creating workshops for potential partners before they 
respond to Requests for Proposals (RFP); these workshops would enable participants to 
contemplate whether they wish to participate, as well as why they believe involvement 
in partnership would be beneficial. Teitel also encouraged third parties to support the 
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partnership liaisons who hold the collaboration together and who serve as the change 
agents within their organizations. For the second recommendation, Teitel stressed that 
third parties review the funding cycle and RFP process so that when funds are limited, 
third-party funding agents can focus on deepening change in smaller sets of partnerships 
rather than strive for widespread, but shallower expansions.
 This section describes the critical part played by a third-party facilitator in 
assisting with the opportunities and challenges in developing and strengthening multiple 
partnerships created by members of one overarching organization during the same time 
period. Often in a multiorganization system, the quality of partnerships vary among 
institutions; some are in name only, whereas other partnerships provide a forum for 
stakeholders to delve into significant work that can lead to improvement in the partnering 
organizations. The Texas A&M University System’s Regents’ Initiative for Excellence 
in Education, a multiuniversity effort with assistance from the Institute for School-
University Partnerships (a third-party organization), was created to achieve the latter type of 
partnership through strategic efforts to increase the quantity and improve the preparation 
of teacher candidates who were graduated by the nine A&M System universities.
The Problem: Teacher Demand in the State of Texas
In recent years, the supply of certified public school teachers has not met the demand. This 
shortage has been the result of a number of factors, including lower numbers of certified 
teachers, growing school populations, and teacher turnover. Approximately one-fourth 
of teachers in the State of Texas were not certified or were in the process of becoming 
certified while working as a full-time public school teacher (Institute for School-University 
Partnerships, 2002). Nationally, 22 percent of all new teachers leave the profession in the 
first three years because of lack of support and a “sink or swim” approach to induction into 
the profession (U.S. Department of Education, 2002), and 60 percent of Texas teachers 
quit the profession after the first five years of employment (Suydam, 2002). The National 
Commission on Teaching and America’s Future (1996) estimated that U.S. schools needed 
to train and employ more than two million new teachers from 1996 to 2006. This estimate 
may have been low. Demand is even higher for teacher specializations when math, science, 
foreign language, bilingual, and special education are included as considerations. 
Issues related to teacher recruitment, preparation, and retention were identified 
by Texas policymakers in the 1990s and led to the establishment of the Regents’ 
Initiative. The Texas Education Agency (TEA) reported that in the 1992–93 school year, 
approximately 52 percent of Texas students were minorities and projected that ethnic 
and racial minorities — especially Hispanics — would make up the majority of the 
Texas population by 2015 (TEA, 1994). However, a disparity already existed between 
the ethnicity of the students in the classroom and their teachers. At that time, 77 percent 
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of the Texas teaching force were white, while 14 percent were Hispanic and 8 percent 
were African American. Thus, diversifying the teaching profession became an important 
policy consideration in order to more closely mirror the rapidly changing demographics 
in Texas. Policymakers also noted that a higher percentage of minority teachers were 
employed in elementaries while slightly lower percentages of minority teachers taught in 
high schools. In fact, Hispanic teachers worked more often in elementary schools than 
in secondary schools. Policymakers also expressed concern about the low growth rate of 
African American teachers in Texas as well as the potential of a substantial percentage that 
were nearing retirement, which could lead to diminishing numbers of African American 
teachers in Texas classrooms. Hispanic teachers had less experience in 1992–93 and had 
the highest growth rate of all teachers. Policymakers also reported that Hispanic and 
African American teachers were underrepresented in mathematics and science classrooms.
To identify “leaks” in the preparation part of the teacher pipeline, TEA policymakers 
followed a cohort of college students interested in entering the teaching profession over 
a four-year period. These students planned to take the state teacher certification test in 
1991–92 (TEA, 1994). During that year, 10,361 students took the teacher certification 
test. This group represented 79 percent of the white freshmen in the cohort who had 
reported they intended to teach, 50 percent of the Hispanic freshmen, and 47 percent 
of the African American freshmen. Through this study, policymakers found that teacher 
education programs were losing prospective teachers before they completed the program; 
also, many of these students were dropping out of college altogether. 
Additionally, gaps in the quality of preparation for the state teacher certification test 
emerged. TEA officials reported that 95 percent of the white examinees who took the 
state teacher certification test passed the necessary tests to be eligible for certification, 
while 82 percent of Hispanic examinees and 72 percent of African American examinees 
successfully completed the testing components (TEA, 1994). 
The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board prepared and published a strategic 
plan to address the teacher shortage (October 2002). A portion of this report was 
dedicated to teacher retention since approximately 600,000 people hold full teaching 
credentials in Texas, but only 276,000 of these people were in Texas schools in 2001. 
Two major barriers that were described as keeping teachers out of the classroom were 
salary considerations and workplace conditions. The strategic plan called for funding 
teachers’ salaries appropriately in a timely manner since from 1992–02, teacher salaries, 
although increasing, were negatively impacted by inflation. Additionally, the strategic 
plan cited an Education Commission of the States’ Issues Report in 2002 pointing to 
systemic workplace conditions (such as discipline problems, lack of collegial support, and 
unsupportive leadership) as well increasing demands created by a variety of factors, such 
as increased accountability and paperwork. 
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Given these challenges, the state educational agencies and many state educational 
institutions have engaged in multiple approaches aimed at improving teacher induction 
into the profession, providing effective training and certification, addressing teacher 
supply issues, and exploring effective approaches for increasing retention rates. One of 
these efforts was the Texas A&M University System’s Regents’ Initiative for Excellence 
in Education. This effort led to the formation of school-university partnerships aimed at 
comprehensive exploration and action to increase and maintain the quantity and improve 
the preparation of teachers in the state. 
History of the A&M System
In 1876, Texas established its first college named A&M (Agricultural and Mechanical) 
College of Texas, which created the beginning of the Texas A&M College System. The 
system, although not officially established until 1948, began as a group of institutions 
focused on agricultural and mechanical training for Texas youth. In addition to Texas 
A&M University, the Texas Legislature created a branch college at Prairie View A&M 
University, which opened in 1878. Tarleton State University joined the system in 1917. 
In 1989, the A&M System experienced significant growth when three South Texas 
universities joined the system: Texas A&M International University in Laredo, Texas 
A&M University-Corpus Christi, and Texas A&M University-Kingsville. In 1990, West 
Texas State University in the Texas Panhandle city of Canyon joined the A&M System 
and adopted the name West Texas A&M University in 1993. The two most recent 
additions to the A&M System came in 1996 when Texas A&M University-Commerce 
and Texas A&M University-Texarkana joined the network of higher education 
institutions. The Texas A&M University System consists of nine universities, seven state 
agencies and a health science center (the Texas A&M University System, 2007). The 
A&M System’s universities educate more than 103,000 students each year and its various 
institutions reach another 11 million people through service each year. The A&M System 
maintains a physical presence in 248 of the state’s 254 counties and a programmatic 
presence in every Texas county. Externally funded research brings almost $620 million 
every year. Due to this structure, the A&M System and university leaders faced 
challenges in initiating great change in a short amount of time. However, in the case of 
the Regents’ Initiative, the system overcame its structural and cultural obstacles to make 
significant progress in meeting its goals and institutionalizing the process. The following 
sections describe and report results from this A&M System initiative. 
History of the Regents’ Initiative
In March 1999, the Board of Regents of the Texas A&M University System unanimously 
passed a resolution establishing the Regents’ Initiative for Excellence in Education. 
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The regents became the first higher education governing board in Texas (and one of 
only a few in the United States) to formally call for renewed attention to this aspect of 
university programming. Through this action, the board declared teacher preparation a 
priority of the A&M System, and advocated long-term, systemic improvements in both 
the quality and effectiveness of teacher education programs in A&M System universities. 
The resolution directed the chancellor to establish measurable standards of excellence 
for A&M System teacher preparation programs, including production and performance 
targets. The board also directed staff to report periodically to the regents on institutional 
progress in achieving these goals. 
The Regents’ Initiative was undertaken in response to the rapid demographic changes 
occurring within the state’s population, and in particular, its public school system. Given 
the A&M System status as a Land Grant Institution with substantial interest in the 
long-term well-being of Texas public schools, as well as its traditional responsibility as 
one of the state’s leading providers of classroom teachers, the regents were prompted to 
re-emphasize the A&M System’s teacher preparation commitment. 
At the time of passage of the Regents’ Initiative, A&M System universities, like 
most institutions of higher education in the state, were experiencing declines in teacher 
production. During the period from 1993–94 to 2000–01, system-wide production 
of teachers decreased by more than 14 percent. By the end of the 1999–00 academic 
year, A&M System universities were producing 300 fewer teachers compared to annual 
production rates of seven years prior. During this same time period, Texas public schools 
grew by more than 400,000 students. Faced with such explosive growth and declining 
university production, Texas schools were experiencing significant shortages of certified 
teachers. The initiative was undertaken in part to counter the declining pool of quality 
teachers, and to improve A&M System production to better meet the needs of its public 
school constituents. 
The five-year goal of the Regents’ Initiative was to increase overall system-wide 
teacher production by 33 percent, including significant increases in the number of 
minority teachers and teachers in high-need teaching fields. The established five-year 
numerical targets were: African American teachers — 228 (a 90 percent increase); 
Hispanic teachers — 671 (a 64 percent increase); bilingual/ESL teachers — 228; special 
education teachers — 433; math teachers — 328; science teachers — 514; and foreign 
language teachers — 88, and a total increase of 3,318 teachers. Additionally, individual 
goals were set by each university.
In addition to their need for increased production, Texas schools were also faced with 
more challenging academic standards (in the form of the Texas Assessment Knowledge 
and Skills test) as well as increasingly complex student populations. These academic and 
demographic changes clearly compel teacher preparation programs to assure that teacher 
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candidates are better prepared and more accomplished than ever before. The Regents’ 
Initiative served as a vehicle for improvement of the quality of teacher preparation 
experiences within the A&M System. As a means of continuous quality improvement, the 
system established performance benchmarks based on the number of teacher candidates who 
passed the Pedagogy Professional Responsibility (PPR) portion of the Texas Examinations 
of Educator Standards (TExES) on the first try (Holt, 2006). The PPR was selected as 
the performance measure for quality because all Texas teacher candidates who apply for 
certification are required to take and pass this examination according to state policy.
In developing these program targets, the chancellor afforded A&M System institutions 
with a five-year horizon (through 2004) by which time all were expected to successfully 
achieve their respective goals. The data presented in this report covered the period from 
March 1999 (when the regents approved the resolution) through August 31, 2004. 
The Regents’ Initiative was the precursor of a state-wide initiative by the Texas 
Higher Education Coordinating Board (THECB) that set production and performance 
targets for public higher education institutions (Holt, 2006).  The THECB’s Closing 
the Gaps initiative was implemented to increase the enrollment of minority students in 
higher education and also to increase undergraduate student performance as measured 
by retention and graduation rates. In addition, this initiative called for all Texas state 
universities to recruit, prepare, and retain well-qualified educators for elementary and 
secondary schools. (THECB, 2000).
The School-University Partnership Framework
During the timeframe identified, the Regents’ Initiative was a performance-driven 
improvement model. The initiative focused on a comprehensive set of 11 performance and/
or production benchmarks that measured university progress simultaneously in increasing 
the quantity and quality of teachers. To achieve the Regents’ Standards for Excellence, 
institutions were expected to make exceptional progress in all target areas. The Standards 
for Excellence and core strategies included in the Regents’ Initiative model provided a 
template for the type of institutional changes that would promote enhanced teacher quality 
and productivity. Since each university’s success was ultimately dependant upon its ability 
to integrate these core strategies during the initiative, a significant portion of effort was 
devoted to building the essential organizational and leadership infrastructure for long-
term success. The School-University Partnership Framework: Regents’ Initiative Model 
included a set of seven program standards for A&M System institutions (which included 
productivity and performance targets that exceeded the nominal standards required by the 
state) and a set of nine core strategies. These program standards and strategies were designed 
to be implemented by each institution in order to achieve the performance targets. The 
elements of the Regents’ Initiative model are depicted in Table 3. 
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Table 3 
Texas A&M University System Regents’ Initiative Model
 
Regents’ Initiative Core Strategies Regents’ Standards for Excellence (Measures)
• Strengthening Regional Partnership Structures 
• Building teacher recruitment programs 
• Creating community college partnerships 
• Engaging arts and sciences faculties 
• Aligning curriculum standards 
• Restructuring teacher education programs 
• Collaborating on research and development 
• Inducting new teachers 
•  Enhancing teacher leadership and building new 
teacher relationships
• Performance targets
• Productivity targets
• Resource targets
• Leadership
• Instruction
• Research 
• Faculty
The constellation of the nine core strategies comprised a long-term reform agenda for 
teacher preparation in the A&M System. These strategies, which complemented each 
other, were being implemented simultaneously on a system-wide basis in order to achieve 
the magnitude of improvement specified in the performance goals. The basic strategies 
associated with the Regents’ Initiative were active executive engagement and leadership 
in local P–16 Councils; enhanced community college partnerships; active recruiting 
of outstanding teacher candidates, coupled with increased scholarship opportunities; 
ongoing professional development for university faculty involved in teacher preparation; 
expanded public school partnerships; coaching and mentoring A&M System graduates 
as they move into the teaching profession; expanded educational research opportunities; 
aligned university admissions and academic standards with public school graduation 
and content standards; and leadership development for public school and university 
instructors. Funding was provided through federal and state agencies as well as 
foundations. These included the U.S. Department of Education, the Texas Education 
Agency, the Sid W. Richardson Foundation, the Meadows Foundation, the Houston 
Endowment, and the Pew Charitable Trust.
To coordinate these efforts, each university depended on institutional leadership and 
project teams. A&M System presidents and provosts were involved in the development 
of Regents’ Initiative targets and standards. In addition, they established a Presidential 
Advisory Council, which included key university leaders from the various departments 
impacted by the initiative, public school superintendents and senior leaders, community 
college presidents and senior leaders, and other key stakeholders. A project management 
team was developed at each university to oversee the day-to-day implementation of 
the Regents’ Initiative strategies. This project team included the dean of education, 
project director, recruitment coordinator, induction coordinator, research coordinator, 
supply and demand coordinator, partnership school coordinator, Academic Roadmap 
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(curriculum alignment) coordinator, and community college partnership coordinator. 
These team assignments were generally part-time appointments for selected faculty and 
staff members. 
At the system level, the Board of Regents’ resolution authorized the creation of the 
Institute for School-University Partnerships. The institute’s staff was charged with the 
generation of resources as well as system-wide coordination of the initiative. 
Research Findings
This paper reports quantitative and qualitative outcomes associated with the impact of 
the Regents’ Initiative. The quantitative data was analyzed regularly over the five-year 
period of the initiative, while the qualitative data was collected in year five.
Quantitative data, which focused on the universities’ progress in meeting production 
and performance targets, was collected through an analysis of the State Board for 
Educator Certification databases. The results of this analysis were initially developed by 
an Institute for School-University Partnerships researcher and then sent to each university 
for review and confirmation. Results on achieving production and performance targets 
were reported regularly to the A&M System’s Board of Regents and key stakeholders 
throughout the five-year initiative. 
In addition, a post-hoc qualitative analysis as to promising practices related to the 
Regents’ Initiative was undertaken at the end of year five. An ISUP researcher conducted 
individual interviews with 32 system and university stakeholders. Detailed notes and 
use of member check techniques to ensure accuracy were utilized (Patton, 2002). Open-
ended questions included, “What were some key outcomes for the Regents’ Initiative at 
your institution?” 
Overview of Qualitative Narratives Concerning Promising Practices
The sizable teacher production and performance achievements made during the five-year 
period can be attributed to the innovative work done by Texas A&M University System 
universities to meet and exceed the established goals. The universities initiated and 
implemented a wide array of practices that aligned with the core strategies of the Regents’ 
Initiative and assisted them. One example of partnerships involved connections made 
between a Regents’ Initiative faculty leader and a head of a high school social studies 
department. The two educators worked together to assess the student needs and align 
their curriculum. They identified “placemats” that were topics that needed to be covered 
in high school, which would prepare high school students for both the state standardized 
test and for post-secondary education. The placemats identified when, and in which 
classes, these topics would be taught. These collaborative efforts led to increased high 
school student achievement in the area of social studies whereby more than 90 percent 
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of test takers passed the 2003 social studies state exam (Texas Assessment of Knowledge 
and Skills). Additionally, high school teaching faculty provided feedback to the university 
regarding which college classes proved to be most useful. Soon thereafter, based on 
feedback, the university moved to restructure its social studies department, hoping to 
improve teacher candidate performance on the state teaching certification exams. Two 
years after this partnership was established, university teacher candidate pass rate on 
the social studies composite statewide exam was 100 percent. The university’s social 
studies department chair credited the Regents’ Initiative — i.e., the linking of university 
and public school counterparts through joint research and partnerships, curriculum 
alignment, and professional development on teacher preparation issues for arts and 
sciences faculty — for these improvements. 
In another example, collaboration between one university’s physics department 
with community colleges and public school partners resulted in the following: 1) 
created a science curriculum team to improve teacher preparation, 2) increased physics 
education research, and 3) increased science outreach to public schools. The Science 
Curriculum Team, comprised of faculty and staff from a partner high school, the local 
community college system, and an A&M System university, was a partnership that 
focused on implementing a multipronged strategy to impact teacher preparation and 
development. Specifically, the Science Curriculum Team examined the state high school 
curriculum benchmark courses in relation to the expectations of entry-level courses in 
higher education, making appropriate adjustments that linked teacher training practices 
and outcome needs across the three institutions. Thus, this curriculum alignment 
project established an “academic roadmap” that (1) helped high school teachers better 
understand the expectations by higher education faculty for incoming students, (2) 
opened conversations between the community college science department and the 
university’s physics department about the academic expectations for transferring 
students, and (3) created an opportunity for physics faculty members to review their 
curriculum and syllabi in relation to both the state’s teacher certification test as well as 
the expectations of the public schools, who would be hiring their graduates in teaching 
positions and who would need to be prepared to teach successfully in Texas’ school 
accountability system.
Thirdly, as a result of assessment regarding statewide needs, a Special Education 
Certification Institute was established to provide an opportunity for fully certified 
educators to increase their knowledge of special populations and to assist them in 
becoming certified in special education. This institute trained current teachers in 
nine curriculum areas that would prepare them for the special education certification 
examination. Using a curriculum developed by A&M System faculty and staff from 
the psychology and special education department and personnel from school districts’ 
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special education programs, district representatives were trained and then sent back to 
their districts to train their own. As a result of these efforts, special education teacher 
production at the university increased more than 400 percent.
Quantitative Results
Over the five years of the Regents’ Initiative, system-wide production increased overall 
teacher production and in subgroup targets of high-need teaching fields. The overall 
increase marked the first annual increase in A&M System teacher production since the 
1993–94 academic year. The total production grew from 2,291 in the baseline year of 
1999–00 to 3,437 in 2003–04. This 50 percent increase exceeded the initial goal of the 
Regents’ Initiative. Seven of the nine A&M System universities met or exceeded their 
teacher production goal; five of these institutions exceeded their goal prior to the 2003–04 
academic year. The remaining two universities made considerable progress (79 percent of 
goal or higher). 
The A&M System also increased its minority teacher production since the 
implementation of the Regents’ Initiative. The A&M System institutions experienced a 
289 percent increase in the number of African American teachers produced throughout 
the five years of the initiative. The A&M System also experienced a 47 percent increase 
in the number of Hispanic teacher candidates produced during the first three years. The 
system produced 509 Hispanic teachers in 1999–00; by 2003–04, annual production 
had increased to 748. The initial target was 671. 
Over the five years of the initiative, A&M System institutions increased total output 
of bilingual/English as a second language (ESL) teachers by 174 percent. In 1999–00, the 
total number of bilingual/ESL teachers produced was 121; by 2003–04, annual production 
increased to 331. Seven of the nine A&M System universities experienced an increase in 
production from Year 1 to Year 5. Four universities significantly increased their percentage 
of ESL production over the five-year period; for example one university had an increase 
of 2,200 percent in bilingual/English as a Second Language (from 4 in 1999–00 to 92 in 
2003–04). Five universities exceeded their five-year goals for bilingual/ESL. 
All nine A&M System institutions increased the number of special education teachers 
produced over the five years. Six universities increased production by more than 100 percent 
over the five-year period. Most strikingly, one university increased its special education 
teacher production by 4,500 percent (from 2 special education teachers to 90 teachers). 
In addition to increasing the number of teacher candidates in the pipeline, the 
Regents’ Initiative also sought to address the quality of these teacher candidates through 
improving their level of preparedness. The measure was based on the percentage of 
students who passed the state certification exam within their first year. At the end of the 
five-year period, the A&M System made significant progress in its performance goal (a 
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90 percent proficiency rate for first-year test takers, a 20 percent increase) by achieving an 
88 percent pass rate. 
Comparing Current Results to Reviewed Literature
The performance results of the Regents’ Initiative efforts to increase the number and 
improve the preparation of teacher candidates produced by the A&M System universities 
are closely associated with several elements in the school-university partnership literature. 
In comparing effective practices from the literature to the case study explored here, the 
following practices were identified by interviewees: 1) visionary leadership, 2) willingness 
to promote change, 3) open and ongoing communication, 4) stable and detail-
oriented project leadership, 5) adequate financial support, and 6) acknowledgment of 
collaboration success. The actions associated with the identified effective practices of the 
Regents’ Initiative are identified in Table 4. 
Table 4
Effective Practices Utilized in the Regents’ Initiative 
Effective Practices Observed  
in the Current Initiative 
Actions Associated with Effective Practices 
Visionary leadership The regents and university administration in collaboration with 
statewide schools identified the need and invested time, resources, 
and energy into an ambitious long-term plan aimed at moving the 
state in a positive direction. Such long-term plans are unusual and 
representative of vision and commitment by stakeholders. 
Willingness to promote change Regents, community/school leaders, and university leaders worked 
to effectively communicate and seek endorsement from key 
statewide stakeholders. Commitment was maintained throughout 
the stated period. 
Open and ongoing 
communication 
Communication between state, university, and school representatives 
continued regarding the reporting of progress and challenges. 
Stable and detail-oriented  
project leadership 
The specificity of the initiative and the steps needed to get there 
were well defined, achievable, and measurable. Central school-
university partnership leaders were assigned to lead the project and 
were maintained over an extended period. 
Adequate financial support Financial support for training, programs, administration, and 
retention efforts were provided to those implementing the initiative. 
Acknowledgment of  
collaboration success 
Regular reports, publicized newsletters, and public presentations to 
the regents provided multiple streams for frequent acknowledgment 
of success. 
The Regents’ Initiative also can be viewed based on the factors that Young et al. (2002) 
suggested as being necessary for reform of a university educator preparation program. 
These factors, which are described in Table 5, include 1) institutional support, 2) faculty 
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professional development, 3) increased number of preparation programs, 4) a pool of 
capable and diverse applicants, 5) ongoing program enhancements, 6) program content, 
7) licensure and accreditation, and 8) focus of profession. This analysis indicates that 
the Regents’ Initiative was in alignment with all eight of the factors that the researchers 
identified for successful reform. Although all of the effective practices identified have been 
observed as part of the Regents’ Initiative process, neither the literature supporting these 
categories nor the current data available describing the case study under exploration provide 
information or measures associated with the degree to which these effective practices occur 
or could occur. However, effective practices associated with available literature appear to be 
relevant and important to the achievement of established performance goals.
Table 5
Factors Necessary for Reform of University Educator Preparing Program
Factors Necessary for Substantive Reform  
of an Educator Preparation Program
Regents’ Initiative Actions 
Institutional support • Presidential Advisory Councils
•  Creation of monetary incentives for participation 
at some universities
•  Review of tenure and promotion policies by some 
universities
Faculty professional development • Creation of Academy for Educator Development
Increased number of preparation programs •  Creation of alternative education programs 
within universities
Pool of capable and diverse applicants •  Active recruitment program at partner high 
schools and community colleges
•  Creation of alternate recruitment efforts for 
paraprofessionals and teachers who wanted 
additional certifications
Ongoing program enhancement • Increase in professional development schools
•  Use of data collection and focused research 
studies to help guide initiative efforts
Program content •  Curriculum alignment efforts with high schools 
and community colleges at eight institutions
Licensure and accreditation •  Active involvement of state policymakers in early 
stages of Regents’ Initiative
Focus of profession •  Collaborative research grants that partnered 
teacher preparation faculty with public school 
and/or community college faculty
Conclusion
In response to the rapid demographic changes occurring within the state’s population 
and its public school system, the Texas A&M University System established the Regents’ 
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Initiative. In addition to its traditional responsibility as one of the state’s leading 
providers of classroom teachers, the A&M System also re-emphasized its commitment to 
teacher preparation with the formation of the Regents’ Initiative. The systemic efforts of 
the Regents’ Initiative resulted in a 50 percent increase in teacher production from the 
baseline year and an 88 percent system-wide first-year pass rate of teacher candidates on 
the state certification examination. 
The major implication of this study on school-university partnerships is the 
development of a system to measure the quality of the partnership’s outcome (in this case, 
the quantity and level of preparation of teacher candidates produced by each university). 
Much of the current literature on school-university partnerships discusses the challenges 
of implementing these collaborative efforts as well as the intrinsic worth of building 
partnerships for both institutions; however, little was found that concretely described how 
these partnerships could measurably benefit the teacher candidate who was being produced 
by the university for the public school as well as the two organizations that were involved in 
the partnership. Thus, the Regents’ Initiative adds a dimension — accountability — to the 
design, creation, and functioning of a school-university partnership.  
A secondary implication of this initiative is the involvement of a third institution (in 
this case, community colleges) as part the school-university partnership equation. Little 
was found in the literature about the formation, integration, and structure of a three-way 
partnership; instead, most articles focused on partnerships that were structured to serve 
only two institutions (a public school and a university).
A third implication is the active involvement of Colleges of Arts and Sciences in 
teacher preparation efforts through setting specific teacher production targets that impact 
faculty members’ work. Additionally, the faculty members who prepare teachers were 
involved in professional development through the Academy for Educator Development, 
which brought faculty members from all colleges together to learn and research issues 
related to teacher preparation.
Based on these implications, several additional research topics emerge. For instance, 
further research is needed to reveal if whether undertaking a multiyear systemic change 
effort has any long-term effect on the attitudes and behaviors of teacher-preparation 
faculty or whether changes result in key structures and processes within a university (such 
as tenure and promotion). The question that emerges after such an intensive change 
effort is whether a university’s teacher preparation program will return to the status quo 
of academic life that was common prior to such an initiative, or whether some (or all) of 
the changes will be institutionalized.
Another promising research area, as mentioned earlier, is stretching the concept of 
school-university partnerships to be more inclusive. This reorganization could involve 
three separate institutions (such as universities, community colleges, and public schools) 
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or it could involve interorganizational partnerships, such as those that exist between 
Colleges of Education and Colleges of Arts and Sciences that work with a single public 
school. By studying partnerships that involve multiple internal and external “partners,” 
researchers have the opportunity to develop important theoretical frameworks that would 
inform the implementation of the overarching effort.
The implementation of the Regents’ Initiative provided a laboratory to study the 
issues related to building and sustaining school-university partnerships in new ways. 
With nine universities working toward the same goals during the same period of time, 
but implementing programmatic efforts in different ways, promising practices of school-
university partnerships emerged. Furthermore, some individuals, both in higher education 
and public schools, refocused their professional efforts to be able to work in alignment 
with their educational counterparts. However, some institutions, colleges, departments, 
and individuals were not able to make the transitions necessary to successfully implement 
this type of multifaceted change effort. Nevertheless, the achievement of key targets by the 
A&M System universities through the Regents’ Initiative opens new doors into practice and 
research as to what may be possible in the formation of future school-university partnerships. 
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